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Problems of Interstate Practice *
By Will-A. Clader
An inspector of licences arrested a man for poaching on posted
preserves. The man arrested is a certified public accountant in
the state of his residence, a member of the American Institute of
Accountants and of the society of certified public accountants of
his state, hence undoubtedly a qualified and reputable accountant.
Why was he arrested? Because he was auditing the accounts of
a client of four or five years’ standing in a state whose account
ancy law provides that the practice of public accountancy, as de
fined in the act, without a certificate of registration is a misde
meanor. The alleged culprit was not certified in that state.
Only a river separated the city in which he was performing the
engagement from the city in which was his office. But that river
was a state boundary. The law of the state in which the en
gagement was being conducted says that nothing contained in it
shall be considered as prohibiting certified public accountants or
public accountants of other states from practising in the state in
pursuance of any engagement originating from without the state.
This incident, and others to which I shall refer, came to my
attention, together with much of the information and factual
material used in this address, as chairman of the committee on
state legislation of the American Institute of Accountants. How
ever, my observations are entirely my own views and are not to be
considered those of the committee, nor have they been passed
upon by the Institute.
Let these specific cases not cause offense to any one here to
night. I state only the record.
In Arizona, Florida, Iowa, Tennessee, North Carolina and
Virginia an accountant from another state who enters the state to
perform an engagement which originated from without the state
must register in the state in which the engagement is to be
conducted. A registration fee is exacted in a few of these states.
In Florida, Iowa, Illinois and Virginia the non-resident account
ant applying for registration must be a certified public accountant
of the state of his domicile or place of business.
* An address delivered at a meeting of representatives of the state boards of examiners, held in
conjunction with the annual meeting of the American Institute of Accountants at New Orleans,
Louisiana, Oct. 16,1933.
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In Florida the accountant may fulfill only one specific engage
ment under a temporary certificate, valid for ninety days.
In the Illinois accountancy act of 1903, as amended in 1907, is a
provision that the law shall not prevent a certified public account
ant, who is the lawful holder of a certificate issued in compliance
with the laws of another state, from practising as such within
Illinois and styling himself a certified public accountant. The
1927 accountancy law of Illinois provides that nothing contained
in the act shall be construed or taken as repealing or as in any way
affecting in whole or in part the provisions of the 1903 act, as
amended. The 1927 law provides further that nothing contained
in it shall be considered as prohibiting certified public accountants
or public accountants of other states from practising in Illinois in
pursuance of any engagement originating without the state.
In response to an inquiry about the apparent conflict of the two
laws, the committee on public accountants of the department of
registration and education advised me as follows:

“The position of the department has always been that the
1903 law has no effect on the right to practise but merely on the use
of a title, or, in other words, on the right to practise as a C. P. A.
However, the 1927 law for the first time imposed certain restric
tions on the right to practise, whether as a C. P. A. or otherwise.
Therefore, in considering the right to practise, the 1927 law must be
recognized; but, after that right shall have been established under
the 1927 law, the further question as to how it shall be exercised—
whether as a C. P. A. or otherwise, must be settled in the light of
the 1903 law. As to foreign state C. P. A.’s, section 6 of the 1903
law does not grant a right, but merely specifically refrains from
interfering with one already existing—namely, to practise as a
C. P. A., not to practise, since the 1903 law had no effect on such
latter right. The question has been up many times, and the posi
tion set forth above is well settled so far as the department is
concerned.” (Words in italic are underscored in the original letter.)
The aforementioned committee also answered an inquiry as to
what constitutes an engagement originating from without Illinois
as follows:
“Although there has been no official ruling on the subject, it has
always been the belief of the present members of the committee
that an engagement 'originates' where the contract therefor is
closed.
“Thus if an accountant having an office in St. Louis, Missouri,
calls on a prospective client in East St. Louis, Illinois, and there
makes a proposal which the client accepts, the engagement origi25
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nates in Illinois. But if no contract is made at the time, and,
therefore, the client writes the accountant offering him the en
gagement on certain conditions as to rates, etc., and the account
ant from his office in St. Louis, writes a letter accepting the
engagement, then the engagement has originated in Missouri
because a contract arose upon the mailing of his letter of accept
ance.”
The Mississippi board has ruled that if a certified public
accountant of another state conducts an examination of accounts
and records in Mississippi as a part of an engagement originating
outside the state for a non-resident client, it is permissible under
the law; but that if the accounts and records examined are those
of a firm or corporation domiciled or doing business in Mississippi,
and the accountant is compensated by that firm or corporation, no
matter where the engagement may have originated, the client is a
Mississippi client and the accountant must qualify in that state.
The board has ruled that no public accountant, either resident
or non-resident, who did not qualify on or before February 1,1931,
may do so now, and he is therefore prohibited from practice in
Mississippi. This seems effectually to bar all non-resident public
accountants, who had not registered, from performing engage
ments in that state.
The law in Louisiana is silent as to engagements by accountants
from without the state. According to the language of the statute
the board could require a non-resident accountant to register
before he commenced an isolated engagement that originated from
without the state. I understand that this is not generally de
manded. The policy of the authorities in Louisiana is generally
regarded as liberal and reasonable.
An accountant from without the state of Louisiana who is
called on by a citizen of that state to perform accountancy work
should be mindful of a court decision in Louisiana. A certified
public accountant of Texas sued a client in a Louisiana court for
compensation for services rendered under written and oral con
tracts. The defendant based its defense partly on the account
ancy law of Louisiana which prohibits practice in that state as a
certified public accountant by one who is not registered as a
certified public accountant by the Louisiana state board of
accountancy. The court considered it proved that the account
ant had practised in Louisiana as a certified public accountant in
violation of the Louisiana law. The contract in question, there
fore, was unenforceable.
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While applicants for recognition in Michigan must be residents
of the state or have an office there, certified public accountants of
other states are permitted to use their title while temporarily in
Michigan on professional business incident to their lawful practice
in the state of domicile.
I am informed that in a few instances non-certified public ac
countants near the border line sought to cross into Michigan to
perform audit engagements such as a certified public accountant
would be entitled to make. When such cases were reported to the
board, the accountants were informed that they were not privi
leged to practise, whereupon they acquiesced in the decision.
In another instance, a certified public accountant came into
Michigan on an engagement originating from without the state.
While there he attempted to secure another client. He was
notified by the board that such action was prohibited by the law.
He was told that the board did not recognize the second engage
ment which he had made as coming within the purview of the law,
and if he desired to carry it out the board would proceed against
him.
Another case in Michigan is interesting. A firm of certified
public accountants went into Michigan to perform an audit en
gagement which originated from without the state. The audit
report was signed by the firm name, as is customary. This was
called to the attention of the board. The board decided that
while any individual member of the firm might come into Michi
gan and while the audit report might be made on the firm’s sta
tionery, the report must be made in the name of the individual
accountant who conducted the audit.
Let us assume that officers of a concern in Detroit know an
accountant of another state, and, desiring his services, write him to
come there at their expense to see them. He goes. In the office
of the concern the matter is discussed and the accountant is in
formed that he may proceed with the work. If he accepts, will he
violate the law? The engagement did not originate from without
the state, for the engagement originates where the contract is
made and the contract is made where the offer is accepted, say my
legal friends. Perhaps the accountant tells his friends to write him
a letter to his office offering the engagement. Upon his return
home he answers. The engagement therefore now is one that
originated from without the state of Michigan and he may be free
to proceed.
27
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Another question arises, however. It seems that one of the
accountant’s partners is especially experienced in the character of
the business of the concern in Detroit, so he goes there to conduct
the engagement. His name is not included in the firm designa
tion. When the report is completed, he finds that the firm name
should not be signed to it. But for certain reasons the client
wants the firm’s name signed to the report, as is usual. What is
the firm of accountants to do? We shall have to let the hypotheti
cal gentleman answer the question himself.
The decision of the supreme court of South Carolina in the case
of James v. State board of examiners of public accountants, et al., is
of interest. The plaintiff applied to the state board of examiners
in South Carolina for a recognition certificate as a certified public
accountant. He was a certified public accountant of Georgia.
The board refused to issue the certificate, mainly for the reason
that the plaintiff did not have an office within the state of South
Carolina and that this was necessary under the regulations made
by the board. It was further asserted that without a C. P. A.
certificate of South Carolina the plaintiff was prohibited under the
law from performing an engagement in that state as a certified
public accountant. The statute of South Carolina does not con
tain any requirement that a non-resident certified public account
ant, properly qualified in all other respects to practise the pro
fession, must maintain an office in South Carolina in order to be
eligible for a recognition certificate. The plaintiff petitioned the
court for a mandamus to require and compel the board to issue
him a certificate. The court said that it found nothing in the law
which would justify it in holding that a non-resident certified pub
lic accountant, duly qualified in all respects to practise his pro
fession in South Carolina, must actually maintain an office in that
state in order to obtain a recognition certificate. The following
remarks of the court are significant: “If the statutes had a re
quirement of that kind therein, it might result in a holding that
the enactment contravened the provisions of the constitution of
the United States, for the reason that it discriminated against
citizens of the United States who happened not to be residents of
this state.’’
The Arizona law approved this year provides that none of its
provisions shall be considered as prohibiting an accountant of an
other state from entering the state in pursuance of any engage
ment originating from without the state, provided the accountant
28
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registers with the board, giving all facts relevant to the engage
ment and limits his practice to the subjects covered in the dec
laration filed. The board requires that fifteen days’ notice be
given. A lawyer has expressed the opinion that the Arizona
accountancy law of 1933 is invalid in so far as it attempts to reg
ulate the doing of business or the engaging in a contract to do
business by a public accountant. It will be observed that the
clause respecting engagements originating from without the state
is similar to the clause in the Illinois accountancy act of 1925, and
in the Tennessee law, which were declared to be unconstitutional,
although I understand that there was no judicial construction of
this particular clause.
Of course, a state whose law restricts the practice of account
ancy by its own citizens must provide some means of regulating
the practice there of non-residents. However, I have in my
possession letters which show unmistakably that many account
ants in such states, unfortunately, regard the restrictive law as an
excuse for excluding non-resident accountants regardless of heir
qualifications. In fact, some of these letters indicate that the
local accountant desires more to exclude the well qualified account
ant from another state than the unqualified one. In a word,
many accountants are thinking first of their own protection
against competition and, second, if at all, of the protection of the
public against unqualified practitioners. Local accountants in
these circumstances frequently complain of the quality of work
done in their states by non-resident firms, but they do not seem to
consider that some client has seen fit to engage such a firm ap
parently believing that its services will be satisfactory.
When applying for registration in Arizona and Tennessee to
undertake a temporary engagement in the state, the accountant is
required by the statute to give all facts relevant to the engage
ment and must limit his practice to the subjects covered in the
declaration filed. Hence, in case the accountant stated in his dec
laration that he was engaged to prepare a registration statement
to be filed with the federal trade commission under the securities
act, and in the course of work discovers that a defalcation has
occurred, the client’s desire that the accountant prepare a report
to the bonding company probably could not be met, without filing
another application and declaration. But I doubt whether the
accountant could, under the language of the statute, discuss his
contemplated employment for that purpose. If this should
29
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happen in Memphis, the accountant would have to say that he
could not accept the engagement in the office of the client, but
that if the client would accompany him across the river into
Arkansas the arrangements could be made, as the engagement
would then originate from without the state. The accountant
would then telegraph his office to file another declaration, making
sure he did so in Arkansas before recrossing the Mississippi.
Suppose the following day the client informed the accountant that
he had intended to prepare the 1933 return of capital-stock tax to
the federal government, but that, as it required the consideration
of many factors that would involve his taxes in the future, he de
sired the accountant to prepare it. Another trip across the river,
another declaration. When the client is not near a state line, I
presume the technique would be to have the client telegraph the
accountant’s office.
In a town on the southern border of Arizona the solution is
simple and more pleasant. The accountant and client can walk
across into Mexico for dinner with refreshments not yet legally
obtainable in Arizona, and thus avoid breaking two laws. The
accountant then has a legally acquired engagement and has par
taken of legally acquired refreshments, both most enjoyable.
The only danger of this procedure is that in the exuberance of
the occasion and under the stimulation afforded, the accountant
might insist upon performing the service for nothing.
The requirement that a declaration be filed with the board
giving the details of the engagement seems to be in direct conflict
with the fundamental principle that no accountant should disclose
information of which he has become possessed through his re
lationship with his client, even if a provision regarding privileged
communications is not in the accountancy act. I have known of
engagements where the client did not want his name divulged, and
the company to be examined did not want the fact known that the
accounts were being examined.
If the engagement is in Iowa, it must be one incident to the
professional practice of the certified public accountant in the state
of his domicile, and he must file with the state board of account
ancy and with the auditor of the state, at least five days before
commencing work for the client, the written appointment of a
registered practitioner of Iowa to act as agent, upon whom legal
service may be made in all matters which may arise from such
temporary engagement. Is the requirement in Iowa that an
30
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agent be appointed a necessary protection, especially when the
accountant from without the state is generally employed by non
residents of the state? The five days’ advance notice might be an
obstructive requirement and an interference with the performance
of an engagement which might be urgent.
It is interesting also to find that the Iowa law requires that
every person having been granted a certificate to practise account
ancy shall give a bond for five thousand dollars to the auditor of
state, before entering upon the discharge of his duties, for the
faithful performance of them. The requirement of a bond does
not appear complimentary to the standing of professional practi
tioners of accountancy. It seems to me that certified public
accountants as a class should consider themselves sufficiently
trustworthy to make it unnecessary voluntarily to bond them
selves. The public at large might feel that the accountants
thought themselves under suspicion and were trying to offer re
assurance by such a requirement. I mention this matter of the
bond requirement because probably it could be imposed on the
non-resident accountants in the state on a temporary engage
ment.
Let us consider a concrete case of which I know. An account
ant with offices in Pennsylvania was engaged in New York by
clients there to make examinations of companies in four different
states west of the Mississippi river which were involved in a con
tract with a New York corporation to buy from it certain proper
ties, one of which was in Iowa. There was no time for registering
as required in Iowa five days before commencing the engagement;
neither did the owners of the property in Iowa, a Delaware
corporation, want it made public information that an examination
was being made for purpose of sale. In such an instance the
requirement of the Iowa law acted as an interference with legiti
mate business. No citizen of the state of Iowa had any interest
whatever in the transaction.
In one of the proposed amendments to the blue-sky laws of
Indiana, a requirement was included that auditors eligible to act
under the law must be certified public accountants qualified to
practise as such under the C.P.A. law of that state and main
taining offices in Indiana. Such a law would have worked great
injustice upon foreign corporations retaining competent certified
public accountants of states other than the one in question as
well as a great injustice upon those accountants.
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In criticizing an accountancy law there is danger, which I am
anxious to avoid, of offending friends in the state. Perhaps that
is why accountancy laws have not often been publicly dissected
and criticized. The accountants in a state generally think highly
of their accountancy law. I have had occasion to write to many
accountants lately in each state in the union. I have come to the
conclusion from the letters I received that the best accountancy
law of our country is of 53 varieties.
What is the compensation for the requirement that certified
public accountants from other states must register if they are to
perform an engagement in a restrictive state which originated
from without that state? No matter how judiciously the re
quirement is administered, a hardship exists. It must be recog
nized that business does not go to the trouble and the added
expense of bringing in an accountant from another state unless it
very definitely wants the services of that accountant. There are
occasions when state governments refuse to engage resident
accountants to perform certain engagements, in order to avoid
accusations that the auditors have political preferences, which
might affect the examination or be used by the opposition to
attack the report.
A few weeks ago I was in a city where resides an accountant
who is an energetic advocate of preventing accountants of other
states from entering his state to perform accountancy engage
ments. I called at his office and found on the door a note
indicating that he was in a town outside the state on pro
fessional business. It was evident that he had no compunc
tions about entering other states to perform accountancy
engagements.
The business structure of today calls for interstate practice of
public accountancy. Business will see that its demands are met.
It has no concern in the self-interest of any one practitioner or
group of practitioners. To paraphrase an old saying, you must
make public accountancy meet the demands of business, not
business meet public accountancy. The latter otherwise will
fall of its own weight. It seems to me that restriction or obstruc
tion of interstate practice of accountancy is a manifestation of a
fundamental lack of economic adjustment. It may be considered
by business as a form of extortion, a means adopted by a class,
by the threat of coercion, to compel an unwilling business to
employ an accountant whom it may not want.
32

Problems of Interstate Practice
The trend of the times can not be ignored. The national in
dustrial recovery act is an indication of the tendency to minimize
state lines in federal regulation of business, and that act will
doubtless increase the volume of accountancy practice of an inter
state character. The securities act contains a provision that an
accountant is liable for an untrue statement of a material fact or
omission to state a material fact necessary in order to make the
statements not misleading. This liability in itself makes it
necessary for one accounting organization to perform the engage
ment even though the companies to be audited are scattered in a
number of states. No accountant will assume legal liability for
work performed by another organization, which would be neces
sary if interstate practice in such instances were prevented, no mat
ter how much confidence he may have in his fellow practitioners.
Interference with interstate practice in Oklahoma was de
stroyed by the court decision which declared the restrictive law in
that state to be unconstitutional. The court concluded that the
business of public accountancy was not such in its nature, and was
not so related to the general welfare and good of the state, as to
require regulation by the police power of the state and held that
the Oklahoma regulatory act, so far as it prohibited uncertified
accountants from holding themselves out as professional account
ants for compensation, or engaging in the practice of that pro
fession, is in conflict with the spirit and express provision of the
constitution and void, in this, that it abridges the right of private
property and infringes upon the right of contract in matters of
purely private concern, bearing no perceptible relation to the
general or public welfare, and thereby tends to create a monopoly
in the profession of accountancy for the benefit of certified public
accountants and denies to uncertified accountants the equal pro
tection of the laws and the enjoyment of the gains of their own
industry.
A search of the reported cases on the legality of state account
ancy acts so worded as to require a licence as a condition precedent
to the performance by an accountant of accountancy engagements
for the public shows that the courts have held such acts to con
travene the constitution of the several states. Such cases are:
Fraser v. Shelton, 150 N. E. (Ill. 1926) 696; Short v. Reidell, 233
PAC (Okla. 1924) 684; Lehmann v. State Board of Public Account
ancy, 94 So. (Ala. 1922) 94; People v. Marlowe, 203 N. Y. Supp.
(1923) 474; Henry v. State, 260 S. W. (Texas 1924) 190.
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If, therefore, care is taken by the accountant to do nothing
which could be construed as practising or holding himself out as
a “certified public accountant” in the states referred to, there is
doubt whether in such states a penalty could constitutionally be
imposed for failing to obtain a licence to practise. However,
there has been in recent years a considerable growth in the
demand for audits of municipalities, banks, building and loan
associations and business corporations, under the provisions of
state laws and the rulings of regulatory bodies, requiring that the
audits be made by certified public accountants, and it would
appear that the making of such an audit would constitute holding
oneself out to be a certified public accountant, regardless of the
circumstances of the engagement.
In the Illinois case the court held that it does not seem that the
“business” of practising accountancy is so related to the interest
of public welfare as to be a matter of such moment as to require
the police power of the state to control and regulate it, that there
is a wide difference between a law prohibiting the use of a term
indicating that a person has been examined and certified as an
accountant when such is not the fact and one which provides
that no one who has not received a certificate as public accountant
shall be allowed to practise public accountancy.
In the same case the court said that a statute could prohibit the
use of the words “certified public accountant” or “public ac
countant” unless the statutory requirement was met. But to
prohibit one who is not registered to practise public accountancy
is an act that does not spring from a demand for the protection
of the public welfare but is an unwarranted regulation of private
business and of the right of the citizen to pursue the ordinary
occupations of life.
The supreme court of Tennessee said that legislative prohibition
of the right to practise accountancy, except after qualifying in the
manner required by the statute, has been declared void as an
arbitrary and unreasonable exercise of the police power of the
state, by the courts of two states, Oklahoma and Illinois, with no
cases ruling the contrary to be found. The court said further,
“the decree, which the pleadings and conclusions reached in this
cause authorize, is only that the provisions of said section 7095
(section 7 of the act of 1925) are ineffective to bar the complainant
from the practice of accounting, without obtaining certificate and
licence from the defendants, constituting the state board of ac34
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countancy.” The clause in section 7 which requires that ac
countants from other states register and file a declaration of the
details of the engagement is, therefore, no longer enforced by the
board.
The Tennessee decision emphasized that “restriction is designed
for the protection of accountants certified and licensed, and not
for the protection of the public in general.”
I believe that the decision of the supreme court of the United
States on March 21, 1932, in what is generally known as the
Oklahoma ice case, in which the question of the extent to which
business is charged with a public interest is deeply involved, will
govern our problems if they reach that court.
It is plain that unless the supreme court takes ground much
farther advanced than in the past in determining what operations
are charged with a public interest, the interference with interstate
accountancy practice by legislation is in a decidedly shaky posi
tion. The court said that nothing is more clearly settled than
that it is beyond the power of a state “under the guise of pro
tecting the public, arbitrarily to interfere with private business
or prohibit lawful occupations or impose unreasonable and un
necessary restrictions upon them.”
I am in sympathy with the statements made by Robert H.
Montgomery in his address before the international congress of
accountants in 1926, to the effect that accountancy legislation
theretofore enacted had been based too largely upon the theory
of protection to the public accountant. Even though that may
not now be literally true, there is no doubt in my mind that it is
the opinion of most of the legislators called upon to consider ac
countancy legislation and of the public generally. I believe Mr.
Montgomery is correct in his statement that there is no urgent
demand for protection coming from the business public. If the
need for such protection does in fact exist, the business man ap
parently fails to recognize it.
I have always maintained, and I repeat it here, that the best
protection of the accountant and perhaps the only effective one
will be found in the character of the work which he does and the
reputation which he is able to build up. The profession will rise
in the public’s estimation in direct ratio to the worth of the duties
performed and the dignity with which it performs them, and the
accountant who builds up a reputation for good work and proper
professional conduct will not need to shut out accountants from
35
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other states by law in order to obtain engagements in his own
state. Restricting accountancy practice to the accountants who
are actually resident in any one state is not necessarily in the
public interest and, therefore, not to the advantage of the pro
fession which it is supposed to assist. This, of course, is on the
theory that what is opposed to the interest of the whole is opposed
to the interest of the part.
California, New York, Pennsylvania and a number of other
commercially important states have found no need in the public
interest to require accountants from other states to register when
undertaking a temporary engagement in the state, even if the
engagement originated within the state. Progress in the ac
countancy profession under the present laws has not ceased but
rather is continuing at an accelerating rate. It is not claimed
that conditions in these states are perfect. There is very little
in the universe that is perfect, unless we turn to the celestial realm,
where, we like to believe, restrictions against entry are not too
severe.
The American Institute of Accountants has definitely voiced
its opinion in favor of free passage by accountants across state
lines in pursuance of professional engagements. It addressed
the state boards of accountancy and the state societies of certified
public accountants on the question of interstate relationships
affecting accountancy practice. It said that accountancy, unlike
some other professions, is national rather than local in character;
that it is desirable that the entire American business public recog
nize certified public accountants as accredited members of a
unified profession, regardless of the part of the country where
they happen to practise. It voiced the belief that nation-wide
acceptance of certified public accountants as qualified professional
practitioners should be the ideal of the profession as a whole.
A few quotations from the pamphlet on “Interstate relationships
in accountancy” sent to the state boards of accountancy seem
appropriate:
“The Institute feels strongly that any tendency to limit the
good standing and the privileges of a certified public accountant to
the state in which his certificate was issued will retard the growth
of the accountancy profession and handicap every accredited
practitioner.
“Almost every public accountant must at some time cross state
lines in pursuance of his practice, and it is to the best interests of
the profession that he be permitted to do so with freedom and
36
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without prejudice to his professional standing. Accountants in
cities near state borders frequently experience difficulties when
their practices spread into neighboring states, and most practi
tioners, wherever they may be, would benefit by solution of the
same problems.
“In some states there is a tendency toward narrowing technical
requirements to meet purely local conditions and erecting statu
tory barriers to the practice of outsiders, which, incidentally,
sometimes also tend to confine local practitioners within their own
borders by evoking retaliatory measures in other states.”
I wish I had remembered that excellent pamphlet before I
accepted the invitation to come to New Orleans to address you
tonight on this subject, as it so concisely states what I want to say.
In a mail ballot an overwhelming majority of the members of
the Institute advocated free passage across state borders and
complete freedom in crossing state lines in pursuit of temporary
engagements originating without the state. The record shows
that the Institute is definitely committed to a policy of liberality
in such circumstances.
The Institute has also advocated broad provisions for recogni
tion of certificates of other states. At a meeting of representa
tives of state accountancy boards at Colorado Springs in October,
1930, the following resolution was unanimously adopted relative
to the subject of interstate relationships in accountancy:
‘‘Resolved, That the representatives of state accountancy boards
here assembled express approval of the general principle that
recognition of C. P. A. certificates of other states should be
granted as freely as is compatible with maintenance of proper
standards, and be it further
“Resolved, That copies of the memorandum presented at this
meeting be sent all state and territorial boards of accountancy of
the United States, and that the American Institute of Account
ants be requested to ask each board for suggestions as to how the
principle of recognition of C. P. A. certificates may be extended.”

Accountants must consider public opinion of the motives
actuating proponents of restriction requirements. It may be
believed that, though screened behind the “public interest,”
apparently unreasonable requirements must be based on a desire
for protection amounting almost to monopoly.
I feel sure that broad and generous provisions with regard to
accountancy outside the state will in the long run benefit the pro
fession everywhere. Fences erected around state borders may
provoke retaliatory measures in other states and, if such a tend
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ency should become widespread, a substantial portion of the
important work of the profession would be badly crippled. Ac
countancy practice is often necessarily of an interstate character
and I do not believe competent practitioners should be harassed
by technical restrictions merely because their work calls them
from the state of their residence.
This is not of interest to the large firms only. It is of equal
importance to innumerable small firms and individual practi
tioners. I know of an accountant whose services are sought by
universities throughout the country, another by insurance com
panies in many states and another by public utilities whose en
gagements take him into a majority of the states in the union.
Assume, as an illustration of an absurdity that will never be
perpetrated, that the certified public accountants of the District
of Columbia should have a law enacted similar to those I have
discussed. The public accountants of the country other than
those in the district would not be permitted without inconvenience
to represent their clients before the bureau of internal revenue in
Washington. You may say that that is grotesque and silly. It
is not essentially more absurd than the incident I cited at the
beginning of my remarks or other attempts to impede the practice
of accountancy not affected by a local interest.
I am the holder of a certified-public-accountant certificate of
Delaware, the home of thousands of corporations, of which un
doubtedly there are accounting offices in almost every state in the
union. It would seem quite advantageous to me if the Delaware
legislature passed a law requiring all Delaware corporations to be
audited by certified public accountants of that state—but it
would not help the profession.
As we are a federation of states, instead of a single political unit,
there are legal obstacles to granting a national certificate on the
English plan. In Canada each province holds its independent
examination for accountants. The Canadian chartered account
ant may, however, conduct his practice as such in any province
throughout the dominion. It is necessary for us to achieve the
same results without violating the constitution or the rights of
the states.
The theory that the degree should be safeguarded but that the
practice of accountancy should be unrestricted has been followed
in the British Isles since the formation of the first Scottish in
stitute. A special committee of the British board of trade re38
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ported that “the committee has come to the conclusion that it is
not desirable to restrict the practice of the profession of account
ancy to persons whose names would be inscribed in a register
established by law.’’
In more than one state accountants in the past have not only
failed to work out problems together but have aggravated them
by working at cross purposes. In a very real sense we have no
state lines at all. Commerce passes freely from state to state.
Railroad trains never, and automobiles rarely, are stopped at the
border. It is this practical harmony which has made us a great
nation. Talk is always cheap and one section often complains
of another. But the economic bonds which tie all parts of the
country together are numerous and very powerful. If the ac
countants of the various states are to keep their place in the
scheme of things, they must learn to discard isolationist, separatist
methods better suited to stage-coach days than to those in which
we live.
If a certified public accountant of another state comes within a
certain state and performs an engagement in a manner injurious
to the citizens of the state, or acts in a manner discreditable to
the profession, the state board can report the matter to the board
of the state in which the man is certified, to the end that his
certificate may be revoked. Such a procedure would give reality
to the claim of protecting the public; it would assist in the de
velopment and control of the profession, and it would increase the
safety of business in the United States far more than technical
restrictions would do.
Like all attempts to lay down laws for human conduct, more
depends on the administration of an accountancy law than on its
provisions. The administration of many of the laws has been
in the hands of able, honest and unselfish men of broad vision.
An important need, however, in the administration of the ac
countancy laws of all the states is the whole-hearted support and
cooperation of the entire profession. This can be attained only
by the avoidance of impediments against men recognized in their
states of domicile as competent and reputable.
Of course, general equivalence of standards is the fundamental
prerequisite for a really broad system of cooperation between the
states, and it seems that if the question is ever to be settled an
effort should be made to establish parity of state standards.
That is a matter for the serious consideration of members of the
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state boards of accountancy of the United States. Their task is
to agree among themselves on uniform requirements as to pre
liminary education, professional practice, etc., which, when estab
lished, will permit all states to reciprocate freely with each other.
You will not find, I think, that the members of the profession
are working according to a comprehensive and definite plan.
You will not find that there exists a clearly formulated policy
embracing and coordinating the many different matters with
which the accountancy profession is concerned. There is no
universal creed, which every one believes who has responsibility
in public accountancy. Not only in the details of administration
of the state accountancy laws, but in the decisions of policy as
well, circumstances and personality, individual force and ec
centricity, factionalism and favoritism, accident and improvisa
tion, rather than logic and theory and formulae, are often the
deciding elements.
It seems to me that some men in the profession are striving to
level it to place all certified public accountants upon a common
plane. In these days anything is possible, but it is quite inappro
priate that such activities should arise in a profession. In one
sense all men are equal, but all accountants do not possess the
same degree of skill. Legislation prescribes a minimum only,
and it is inevitable that business shall exercise its privileges
of selection.
With conditions as they are, it is a wholesome sign that con
ferences of state boards of examiners are held, that an interstate
assembly of such men convenes yearly at the Institute’s annual
meeting. These meetings are all informal and unofficial. But
such meetings can not fail to render more intelligent the work of
the separate boards. The meeting of minds from many states
on common problems is sure to aid in solving those problems, not
in any narrow, local way, but for the benefit of all.
When a state requires registration by its own citizens, it is
proper, of course, to consider whether it is unreasonable or not to
require it of non-resident accountants called in to the state on
temporary engagements. It is a hard question to answer to the
satisfaction of all parties.
The future depends largely on the wisdom of accountants
themselves. The menace consists of thoughtlessness, haste and
intolerance. Considering the importance which the accountancy
profession has assumed in the country’s business affairs, the
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greatest possible good judgment, poise and tolerance are neces
sary. It is a large question and it goes deep.
Accountants are intensely concerned with their own affairs,
and many an accountant feels that his own state can settle its
own problems. I urge more cooperation among the states. If a
number of them would frequently exercise their powers jointly
on the common problems, the profession would be better served.
Clear doctrine and rigid purposes that apply to a whole pro
fession have to be paid for; their price is the suppression of indi
viduality and the compromise of opinion. A community of men,
who proceed by argument to leadership and consent, necessarily
work out their policies as they go along. Events rather than
theories, experience rather than doctrine, supply the reasons by
which men are brought into line. The knowledge to do this or
that particular thing may be lacking. We can not be certain
that we shall choose the best of all possible policies.
I have no doubt that on the question of interstate practice the
right decision for the state groups of accountants to take in their
own interests is the right decision from the point of view of the
profession in general. It is not a matter of state rights or whether
or not to be nationalistic. It is a matter of reaching a wise deci
sion on a question of great moment.
I know that this address has been too long. I know, too, that
I have probably been too vehement in expressing what is, after
all, only my own personal opinion. Men as able as I, and of
whose sincerity I have no question, hold to the opposite view.
I have recited a number of instances, actual and hypothetical,
which seem to me to prove that restriction of interstate practice
often leads to harmful and ridiculous results. I have tried to
prove to your satisfaction, as I had already done to my own, that
the interests of the business public are not well served by state
barriers and that accountancy can not flourish if it does not
follow in the course of business. I have suggested that restriction
of interstate practice may not be upheld by the courts. I have
recommended changes in state accountancy laws which will bring
uniformity of standards and full cooperation and mutual recogni
tion among the states.
As a profession we can not limp along, one short leg, one long.
If states persist in closing the barrier to outsiders, others may be
forced to do likewise in self-defense. Believe me, please, if that
happens, we shall throttle our growing opportunities. We shall
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renounce our ambition to become the accredited advisors to the
nation in its financial affairs. We shall relegate ourselves to the
obscure position of myopic clerks, struggling with our immediate
neighbors for crumbs—for auditing work which is purely local
in origin and purely local in effect. Bankers, credit men, stock
exchanges, investment bankers, the federal government will pass
us by. They will have to do so, because as certified public ac
countants we shall not be wholly free to do the work they require
under conditions which circumstances may demand.
At this time, when the door to our opportunity is open wider
than it has ever been before, I can not believe that we shall turn
away from it. Enlightened selfishness fairly shouts at us, “Let
liberality be your watchword.”

